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MGM Mirage v. Cotton, 121 Nev. Adv. Op. 39 (2005)1
EMPLOYMENT LAW – WORKERS’ COMPENSATION
Summary
When MGM Mirage employee Brenda Cotton walked through her employer’s
parking lot ten minutes before her shift, she tripped over a parking lot curb and injured
herself. Cotton sustained an ankle fracture and ligament tear. Deciding that Cotton had
failed to prove that her injury arose out of her course of employment, MGM denied her
workers’ compensation claim. MGM’s decision was upheld by a hearing officer, because
the injury did not occur during working hours. The hearing officer’s decision was
reversed on appeal. MGM’s petition for review was denied by the district court.
Issue and Disposition
Issue
If an employee incurs an injury while on the employer’s premises when arriving
to or leaving from work, is the employee eligible for workers’ compensation benefits?
Disposition
Yes, an employee who is injured on the employer’s premises within a reasonable
timeframe of working hours is eligible for workers’ compensation.
Commentary
State of the Law Before MGM Mirage - The “Going and Coming” Rule
According to the “going and coming” rule, employees may not receive workers’
compensation for injuries incurred while traveling to or from work. Under NRS
616B.612, employers are required to grant compensation to employees in accordance
with the Nevada Industrial Insurance Act (NIIA) for injuries “arising out of and in the
course of the employment.”2 An injured employee may not receive compensation under
NRS 616C.150 unless it is proved by a preponderance of the evidence that the injury
arose out of the course of employment.3
Previously, the Nevada Supreme Court declared that the legislature did not
envision for employers to be liable for all injuries incurred at the workplace. Instead, a
claimant must “establish more than merely being at work and suffering an injury in order
to recover.”4 In Rio Suite Hotel & Casino v. Gorsky, the Court held the terms “arose out
of . . . employment” to require a claimant to prove an injury/workplace causal
connection.5 In Provenzano v. Long, the Court upheld a grant of compensation in which
an employee was struck by a workplace vehicle after his shift, while he was waiting for
his ride home.6
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To decide if an employee is acting within the scope of employment when an
accident occurs outside of working hours, a key factor is whether the employee is within
the employer’s control.7 Thus, the “going and coming” rule precludes compensation for
most injuries incurred while traveling to or from work. Such a rule leaves employers
liability-free for the every day hazards that employees face.
Effect of MGM Grand on Current Law – The Premises-Related Exception
Under MGM Grand, the Nevada Supreme Court expressly adopted a premisesrelated exception to the going and coming rule. The Court held that an employee injured
at the workplace while proceeding to or from work, within a reasonable timeframe
between working hours, may be entitled to workers’ compensation. When using the
employer’s premises, for example, for parking, the employee must have a reasonable
amount of time to proceed between his vehicle and work.8 According to this premisesrelated exception to the going and coming rule, employee injuries incurred on the
employer’s premises while traveling to or from work, within a reasonable time, are
sufficient to have occurred “in the course of employment.”9
The inquiry is two-fold. If an employee proves a “course of employment” injury,
the employee must also prove that the injury “arose out of” the employment. A casual
link between the injury and workplace conditions must be proved. For example, an
injury incurred by an employee while leaving the workplace parking lot five minutes
after ending work, would be linked to the course of employment. An injury sustained by
an employee while loitering in the workplace parking lot, on a day in which the employee
is not on duty, would not be linked to the course employment.
Unanswered Questions
Premises-related exception cases will depend on facts related to time and the
working environment. The Court did not establish a bright-line test, but rather looked
towards flexible factors, such as whether the injury occurred within a “reasonable time”
of beginning or finishing workplace duties. In the future, the courts will be asked to
decide which injuries are sufficiently linked to the course of employment and which ones
are not.
Survey of the Law in Other Jurisdictions
Before MGM Grand, many other jurisdictions had already adopted premisesrelated exceptions to the going and coming rule. Many states recognize that “[o]ne
exception to the ‘going and coming’ rule is the ‘parking lot’ rule: An injury sustained on
an employer’s premises while an employee is proceeding to or from work is considered
to have occurred ‘in the course of employment.’”10
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Conclusion
Nevada adopts a premises-related exception to the going and coming rule. An
employee injured at the workplace while travelling to or from work, within a reasonable
timeframe of working hours, may receive workers’ compensation.
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